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Sir: 



Responsive to the office action 



of April 28, 2003, Applicants request 



reconsideration ofthe application in view 



of the remarks presented herein. 



The claims in the application are claims 



13 to 28, all other claims having been 



cancelled. 



Th e Earner nas reared a four-wa, restriction . *"* ' ^ 

group „ 1 , n c,uaesc 1 a, raS n, 1 , 16 ,- 18 .o2S an a groU p I V i nc, ud esc Wm s 1 3,, 

selected from a Markush group of such essential genes. 



The Examiner goes on to state that there is not a single generic inventive concept 
since the claims lack the same corresponding special technical features because the 
special technical feature of each method is the combination of the particular gene or gene 
product along with the particular assay conditions. The Examiner alleges that assays 
done in vitro or in vivo comprise technical features not required for assays done in the 
other environment such as purification of the target component and deems that restriction 
is proper. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this ground of rejection since it is deemed that 
there is a generic concept set forth in the claims which are all properly examined 
together, namely, using a method for screening of an anti-mycotic functionally similar 
mycete gene of a Markush group thereof and all of the steps are the same with only this 
gene being different. Therefore, it is deemed that there is a single inventive concept and 
all of the claims should be examined together in the same application. However, in order 
to be fully responsive to the Examiner's restriction requirement, Applicants elect group 
III or as indicated by the Examiner in the office action, groups 181 to 270, namely, 
claims 13, 15, 16 and 18 to 28. The election being made with traverse and a request for 
reconsideration by the Examiner. 
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Since the first office action was merely a restriction requirement, Applicants 
request a prompt examination on the merits. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Muserlian, Lucas and Mercanti 



Charles A. MuserlianTT^SB 
Attorney for Applicants 
Tel. #(212) 661-8000 
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